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By 
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Important to Utah 
A White Paper 
By 
Darwin B. Nielsen 
1) Most Utah ranchers are small family-owned cattle and sheep operations that depend on 
both public and private lands for a seasonally balanced feed program. 
These family ranchers are not wealthy units trying to take advantage of the 
government. The average gross income per livestock operator was $33,600 in 1988 which 
resulted in a net income average of $7,538 per operator. This fact may explain why over 
50 percent of them have off-farm jobs to support their families. These off-farm jobs allow 
ranchers to continue producing food and fiber while at the same time providing a core 
year-round work force in rural areas. This allows a local area the infrastructure to provide 
amenities for seasonal economic activities like recreation. 
2) Grazing of public lands in Utah makes a significant contribution to rural economies. 
About 31 percent of Utah's beef cow herd graze Forest Service lands and 48 percent 
graze Bureau of Land Management lands. In addition, 58 percent of Utah's sheep herd 
grazes FS land and 87 percent graze BLM land. These federal lands provide 23 percent of 
the yearly feed requirement for Utah's beef cow herd and 46 percent of the feed for range 
sheep production. These are minimal dependencies on public land. For example, a given 
rancher may get 20 percent of his yearly feed from public lands but it comes during the 
crucial season when he uses his private land to produce winter feed. Thus, he is 100 percent 
dependent on public land to have a year-round livestock producing unit. 
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3) The current grazing fee formula is fair, easy to administer, and indexed to market values. 
Most discussions of grazing fees only consider the amount of money actually 
transferred from one party to another in the transaction. This is especially true in the 
politics of federal land grazing fees. For example, those who want fees increased compare 
the $1.81 (1990 fee) per AUM with $10 to $12 per AUM for some private leases they have 
heard about. Thus, the argument arises that western ranchers are being subsidized by the 
government. There is no one "perfect grazing fee" that all sides are searching for that will 
solve the problem. Each rancher has a unique amount he can afford to pay for an AUM 
of grazing depending on how efficient the ranch is and how much forage is needed to round-
out the feed requirements (MVP of grazing). There is a wide assortment of lease 
arrangements that are entered into by buyers and sellers of range forage. At one extreme 
the landlord provides all land and livestock management services. At the other extreme, the 
landlord requires the tenant to do all of the land and livestock management services. The 
high fees quoted are associated with situations where the landlord provides most services 
plus the forage required. A lower fee is paid where the tenant must pay the fee plus incur 
the nonfee costs associated with the use of the leased land. The important point is that 
rancher decisipns are made on the total cost of grazing (fee and nonfee costs). Political 
decisions on federal land grazing should be based on the total cost of grazing to the 
permittee and the total cost of grazing comparable private leased rangeland. Public grazing 
is characterized by rather low fees and high nonfee costs. 
In the 1966 fee study, fee and nonfee costs (total cost) were compared for public and 
private grazing lands that could substitute for one another. An indexing approach provides 
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a minimum estimate of the magnitude of nonfee costs of using public lands in 1990. The 
results of indexing costs are shown in Tables 1 and 2. 
An analysis of the updated costs in Tables 1 and 2 shows the difference in total costs 
$14.76 (private) - $14.29 (public) = $.47/ AUM. This is a rather small difference in total 
costs given that the update covers 24 years. If public land permittees are given some 
consideration for increased management requirements imposed on them by the government 
over this 24-year period, then there would be no justification for a change in the fee system. 
Permittees are not given any credit for investments in grazing permits. Most permittees 
have purchased their permits, thus, they have a capital asset that should yield a return. 
4) Proposed grazing fee legislation could increase the portion of the total cost of grazing 
collected by the government from $1. 81/hd/mo. to $8.70/hd/mo. or $13.25/hd/mo., 
depending on indexing. 
Monies paid in fees--Utah 1990 
Current fee 
$2.9 million 
Increase per permittee 
Worst Case $13.25 
$18.9 million 
$6,100 
Minimum $8.70 
$11.4 million 
$3,675 
An estimate of net farm income for the Utah livestock industry (excluding dairy) 1988 
) 
is $7,538 per operator. Increased fees would reduce net farm income by 81 percent or 49 
percent depending which situation was enacted. 
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Table 1. Summary of Public Land Fee and Nonfee Costs 1966-1990 
1977 1990 
Item 1966 (Index) (Index) 
Lost animals $0.60 $1.01(1.68) (1.80). (meat animals/prices received) = $1.82 
Association fees 0.08 0.16(2.00) (1.69) (production items) = 0.27 
Veterinarian 0.11 0.25(2.26) (1.79) (wage rates) 0.45 
Moving livestock 0.24 0.55(2.30) 2.02) (autos & trucks) + 
(wage rates) 1.11 
Herding 0.46 1.04(2.26) (1.79) (wage rates) 1.86 
Salting & feeding 0.56 1.18(2.10) (1.97) (auto & truck) + 
(feed) 2.32 
Travel 0.32 0.70(2.18) (2.13) (auto & truck) + 
(fuel & energy) 1.49 
Water 0.08 0.16(2.00) (1.69) (production items) 0.27 
Fence maintenance 0.24 0.55(2.28) (1.61) (wages) + 
(building & fencing) 0.89 
Horse cost 0.16 0.30(1.86) (1.68) (feed) 0.50 
Water maintenance 0.19 0.43(2.28) (1.61) (wages) + 
(building & fencing) 0.69 
Devel. depreciation 0.11 0.22(2.00) (1.69) (production items) 0.37 
Other costs JlJJ 0.26(2.00) (1.69) (production items) = 0.44 
$3.28 TOTAL NONFEE COST = 12.48 
1990 FEE COSTS: 
Forest Service = $1.81/AUM 
BLM = $1.81/AUM 
TOTAL 1990 COSTS: Forest Service -- $12.48 + $1.81 = $14.29 
BLM -- $12.48 + $1.81 = $14.29 
.Indices taken from USDA, "Agricultural Prices," Washington, D.C., Economic and Statistics, and Cooperatives 
Service, January 31, 1990. 
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Table 2. Summary of Private Land Fee and Nonfee Costs 1966-1990 
1977 1990 
Item 1966 (Index) (Index) 
Lost animals $0.37 $0.62(1.68) (1.80). (meat animals/prices received) = $1.12 
Association fees 0.00 (2.00) (1.69) (production items) 0.00 
Veterinarian 0.13 0.29(2.26) (1.79) (wage rates) 0.53 
Moving livestock 0.25 0.58(2.30) (2.02) (autos & truck) + 
(wage rates) 1.16 
Herding 0.19 0.43(2.26) (1.79) (wage rates) 0.77 
Salting & feeding 0.83 1.74(2.10) (1.97) (auto & truck) + 
(feed) 3.09 
Travel 0.25 0.55(2.18) (2.13) (auto & truck) + 
(fuel & energy) 1.19 
Water 0.06 0.12(2.00) (1.69) (production items) 0.20 
Fence maintenance 0.25 0.57(2.28) (1.61) (wages) + 
(building & fencing) 0.92 
Horse cost 0.10 0.19(2.00) (1.86) (feed) 0.31 
Water maintenance 0.15 0.34(2.28) (1.61) (wages) + 
(building & fencing) 0.55 
Devel. depreciation 0.03 0.06(2.00) (1.69) (production items) 0.10 
Other costs Jill 0.28(2.00) 1.69) (production items) 0.47 
$2.75 TOTAL NONFEE COST = 10.41 
1990 FEE COSTS: 
Private Fee = $4.35/AUM •• (excluding nonfee cost) 
TOTAL 1990 COSTS: Private Lease -- $10.41 + $4.35 = $14.76 
.Indices taken from USDA, "Agricultural Prices," Washington, D.C., Economic and Statistics, and Cooperatives 
Service, January 31, 1990 . 
•• $1.79 (1966) private lease rate X 2.43 FYI (1990) = $4.35. 
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The above analysis assumes ranchers could afford to pay the higher fees. In reality, 
government revenues could be decreased substantially as ranchers are forced off public 
ranges due to excessively high fees. 
5) Rangelands produce a renewable forage resource that can be used year after year without 
damage to the land. The plants on these lands have evolved under the influence of 
grazing animals. Gf-azing is a natural part of the system. 
About 79 percent of the land area in Utah is grazing land. The land area ownership 
is as follows: 
69.1 percent federal 
6.8 percent state 
24.1 percent private (includes Indian trust lands) 
IT Indian trust lands are separated from private lands, 24 percent of Utah's counties 
have less than 10 percent of their land base in private ownership. Few opportunities exist 
for ranchers to shift livestock production to private lands given changes in public land 
grazing. 
6) The following information points out the economic importance of the range livestock 
indust~ to Utah. 
a. Over $500 million in wages can be directly and indirectly attributed to beef 
cattle production, primarily range livestock operations. 
b. Over 40,000 Utah jobs are tied to range cattle production. 
c. Assets of at least $175 million, as related to breeding cattle, correspond to 
range livestock operations. 
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d. Over $2 billion worth of private land is used on conjunction with public land 
as the base of Utah's range livestock industry. 
e. In many of the rural counties of Utah, range livestock is virtually the sole 
agricultural enterprise, and agriculture constitutes from 35 to 40 percent of 
the local economic activity. 
f. Utah's range cattle sector enjoys a gross (sales) output multiplier of almost 
1.7; a total income multiplier of 4.07; a valued-added multiplier of 3.76; and 
an employment multiplier of 2. 
g. For every dollar of gross output, 6 cents of personal income is earned; 9 cents 
of total income is earned; and 11 cents of value is added to a Utah product. 
h. There are 9 jobs for every million dollars worth of farmgate sales. 
i. The total number or workers for every million dollars worth of sales is 
approximately 20. 
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